combination of assessments of direct losses, mortality risk, critical infrastructure and emergency operations. The manuscript is very well-written and makes a good contribution to the field of disaster risk assessment.
I suggest that the authors provide a more clear scope to their introduction, that should make clear what the current status of integrated risk assessments are (e.g., the HAZUS-MH and Multi-Coloured-Manual models include many of these steps -why are they not enough?) and what this paper is adding. They should stick to definitions and risk assessment literature as is outlined for example in Meyer et al., 2013 and Merz et al., 2010 . For clarity, I would suggest to combine the last two paragraphs of the introduction, which now both state the main aim of the paper but in a different way. This would help the reader to grasp better what the paper is doing.
2. I suggest combining sections 2 and 3. For the reader it is very difficult to understand the methods and framework (section 2) without having any information on the case study. For example: can the depth-damage curves that are used (section 2) be applied to the Italian casestudy (section 3)? What are the land-use and population data (section 3) that are used to make the fatality risk functions and direct damage estimates (section 2)?
3. The quantitative estimates and validation of the results deserve more attention. The authors currently provide some maps, but no tables of total estimates. On page 2423 they state that 'The validations performed by comparisons with the case study illustrate the reliability of the model'. However, this is not backed by the data. Is this based on Figure 8 alone? More evidence should be provided here, and a clearer validation of the results should be attempted.
Specific remarks
1. The concept of 'vulnerability' as used in this paper should be described. The authors use it in a very different way than the damage models they are citing -usually, vulnerability is seen as the susceptibility of the exposed elements (e.g. depth-damage functions represent vulnerability). In this paper, it is seen more as a measure of total impact, I feel, which is OK, but should be made clear. 2. Abstract: add a sentence that makes clear how current approaches fall short, and how this study contributes. 3. p. 2406, l. 21: twice 'significant' 4. p. 2406, l. 20-22: 
